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REMARKS 

Claims 1-6. 1 8-23. 35-40, 52-57 and 70-82 are pending in the pa\scni appUcotion. 
Claims 83-109 have been withdrawn as being subject to restriction and/or election req\iiremenl. 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the peitding daims in light of the following 
remarks, 

Election/Rmirlctmm 
Claims 8>-U)4 have been vvuhdrawn as bviuig alicL^cdh JuccicJ to m in\cniion that li. 
indtpi-ndent or distinct from the inventum onguidllv cLumed, Applicants respectfulh submit the 
additiojtal claim.s do not present an imreasonable search burden, and thus traverse the restriction 
requirement 

Reply to Examiner's Eesponsc to Argwraeflits 

Since the I xaininc! ha*. manViJincI ih^ piioi icieciions md has; pnn ided ai'gumcnts in 
SLJppOiT Ot f II- po',i5u>q \pplK ii,' ".ill d^.Os■.'-l. N tiPinei s {Csp(iMs< In >l 

1 he \ xaninwr asscited that ieaiiires upon v\hich the Fxamnici rehc:) aic not rcCJted in 
the rejected claunCs)/" (See Office Action page 14. lines 8-11.) Apphcantb respcctiulK 
disagree. As pre.^cnted on page 14 of the reply dated April 22, 2007. Applicants reiterate herein 
thai neither Dailcy nor llamalaien teach or suggest, cuhc?- jndis iduvilK ot jn conibinaison at least- 

"avoidin g a rac e co ndition between the sen ice orikiination proce-i s and pagnig h\ 
configuring a coininunications manager to not respond immediately to the flooi-eontioi request," 
as recited in claim 1 (emphasis added), 

Daley teaches a wireless push to t;^|k (PP1') communication system vdierein 
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'xh-c mabiluy to perlorni hjndnlls is iuk1rCb>seJ b} conJiictmg the group call 
o%er a common traffic (.luaucl pfcieraWy fiom ali of the tiaiiscencr mxiis of 
the svsfem. Because the uroup axil is transmHted over a coinmon traffic 
t^iia"jnt.'i in -c\cuil cctiv j v i i . v ' vvc fu^r a ucl! -^crsi-d h\ (.ui, 
tuni(,*,iM.{ iiml ti' .111 ^ ' t .eJ ■-^i^vxi snoihor trt u'^i.v-ni.i uuU ^Mthout 
io^iig tbs. gioup cell and wttiiout requirnit! a handott PreleiabK, the 
transceiver units of the system are sufficiently synchronized io pii^\cnl undue 
interface among the transceiver units. 

Became a 4.1 oup cail s-^ '-' m U i • ^^^v- J i- > m il'^ncoush on. u'nmjon 
cha nnel ihcrt, n>.' uq i' vr.vi). ' ,j t'iL -^ i ,-^ajv t! l tt.iin]ii.^!s Mt IIk' 
ej<'up I his (.di) reduce o\ fiht;ad iinoiseJ v ■^^'l-ji ^ ^ ''^T .i'i iJ.lL'i-U"' 
c ili s can K' -.c^up b\ sinipi> rctois irg a pr^ J> . ji > J i'-,'. t>i uail 01 ■j ^ma iion 
ntcs sj'jc iJiMii_<) leiniinaj oS a -,i nip. and respi nsuciv {rtinsmuung a gioup cdU 
iiaHk di iii-itl Lk'signat.OQ to dthci tenninah ot iho group 

{See Dailey: col 9, Imes 1-19; emphasis added.; 

Accordingly, paging is not used in the system taught by Dailey, lu fact. Daily actiialiy 
teaches away from paging other transceivers because "it ean reduce overhead in setting up a 

group call " 

Hamalaien fails to cure the defidencies in 0ailey in this resp^^^ as Hamalaien is silent 
with respect to *-avoidiiig a race condition; between the smn:^^^ origiriaition proGess and paging. , . 
as recited in claihi L 



1 he Bxaminer subsequently asserted that "collision reads on the broadest reasonable 
interpretation in light of the specification of *raee condition*/' (See Office Action: page 14, lines 
14-16.) Apphcants respect ft ills Ji'^ajie.; anJ Mjb.nU tKr the l^xanimct i\rnpTOf\rl\ inltipKtsuy 
the tenn "'race condition/' A r<it,c Luuditioa general i> leiaics to liic concept diliercnt c^p^-ctcd 
signals which may be dependent upon a common expected process. The resuh of the process 
may be unexpectedly and 'or critically dependent on the sequence or timing of the expected 
signals. lio\\e\er, Hamalaien defines collisions a^ a problem where ''the upliak and downlink 
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intnsiiubSKins overiap " f Sec Ilamaiaien, coL 2. iincs >3-36.) Cjcnerafi> spe.tksng, coliisions are 
the result of signals anemptmg to access a given resource at. the same time. 

IkLdusc Oailc} and iiamalaieii fail to teach ali ot the katiue-, oi tLum 1, Applicants 
respectfully request that the rejeciion be withdrawn, liidependent claim*. 18, 35, 52, and 70 are 
allowable at least for similar reasons presented above for claim I . 

3$ U.S.C. 103(a) BeJectiQiJs 
Claims 1, 3, 18, 20, 35. 37. 52, 53, and 70 are rejected rnider 35 DSC lO^Ha' bcmg 
allegedly unpatentable o\ er Daile> (U S Patent No 6,449,49 1 ) m view of i lamalamtn (US 
Patent No ^ <J66.378) C Ia]ms2. 19, ^6 53, 76 irc rejcaed undct 11 S ( \<)%i} d!» being 
unpateniable o%er Daiie> in \lc^^ oi ilamalaincn and lujthc' in \ icv\ or Phillips et 'dl 
(1 S00587302A) Claim*; 4, 5 21, 22, 38, ^>9, 55, 56, 7S, and 79 aic reicctcd undci 35 T S C 
\0\i) as being mipatentabk over Daile> in view of Ilamalaincn. and ftirtber in view of Kumar ct 
dMVS(}06><*''^72Bl, Chmis6 2") 1) auJ ^7 are jcjcttcd under U S C urMa)asbem8 
unpatentable o^. ci Dailo> m \ jcw of 1 laraalainen, and furthei m v 5c\\ of W ang et al 
( I :s2O020U55 "64 A 1 ) Claim 80 is rejected undei 35 U S C 103(a> a-, being unpatentable over 
Daile) in \ie\s of Hamaiamen, and furtlier m \3cw ol what was well known m the ait 
(T'StH!sS7'^02'V) Ckunis 8J and 82 are rejected under >5 U S C 10'^ia> as being unpateniable 
over the combination oi Dailcv. Hamaiamen, and what uaj> well known in the ait, and tuithei in 
view of Wang. 

Snuc tht l-xdininci ha^ mamtamcd the rejection ot cianns 1-6. !8 "^D 40 S2o and 
70-82 under §10 ^ as noted abo\e. Applicant once again traverses the^e rejections. Applicant 
expressly maintains the reasons In^ni the prior responses k> clearh indicate on the record that 

15 



Attorney Docket No. 010539 

AppUcaut ha.s noi conceded any ol'thc pre\50U:> positions telitive \o thtr nuinUiried Eejs:i.ln«ns 
For brevity. Applicant expressly mcorpuiatcs the prior arguments pre^cnied m the pnor response 
without a iiteral rendi tion of those arguments in this respome 

l>epe»de!if Claims 

Applicants respectfully submit that the Phillips, Kviman and Wartg references*, as 
applied, at least to faii cure the aba\e-noied dcfK' m-i. I Dailc} <«id Ham^dainen in reh^Unn to 
independent claims L 18, 35, 52, and 70. Accojdnjgl) , d<.-pcndent cUums 2, 4-(\ 19. 21-23. U'*. 
.■^8, 39, 40, 53, ,S.5. 56. 57, 76, 78-82, which depend directly or ultimately from, and include all 
the subject matter of, claims L 18, .33, 52, and 70, respectively, should be allowed for at least the 
.same reasons piesented aho\e rcgaiding the indcneriicnt ol.iims as wcl! as (he adJit? ^mlly 
recited features found m the claims. Because nidependcui ciamii> 1.18, 35, 52. and 70 are 
believed to be allowable. Applicants have not argued or otherwise relied on independent 
patetttability df depenifeitclaitpSj bi|t reserves the right to do so in ibis Or isny sdbseqtKm 
proceedittg. 

Vlorcoxct, Apphcants Jioio that the Cxaminer took Oificud Not.it,c m the icjeetionji of 
claims 80-82, assertinjj that ''bundling in an acce.ss chatvnel capsule wa,s w-eli known in the art at 
the time of the invention."' (See Office Action: page IX lines T -2i) Applicants traverse the 
Fxaminer's takniL! Otflcuil Xotict- and '-I'bmit that this iVaturc 'lot ' vx.cll-kn!n\n oi u- hn 
common knowledge m the ail aic capable of in^stant and uiR!ue,stjonabic dcmonslraiuiu as bemg 
well-known," as required by M.P.h.P, §2144.02, 

Accordingly, ApplicaiUs traverse the taking of Official Notice and requc^l that Examinei 
citbc! prov ido a i aiiidax it m suppnn ttfthis assertion, piO\ide a valid pnor art reference (if one 
exLsls). or vvitlidravv the rejection. 
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Sinc^ the Exatniner has maintained his ifisjecti^n pf claitivs 1-6, 18-23, 35-40, 52-57, and 
70-82 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as noted above. Applicant ones; again traverses these rejcetions> 
Applicant expressly maintains the reasons from the prior responses to clearly indicate on the 
icCHfd that \ppijLanl ha-s not conceded any ol the jous positions idatne the nhtiiiUintfd 
jcjclUous hor bicxUv. Applitani expressly incoipuiales thv.- pnot aiguments presented in the 
April 22, 2007 response without a literal rendition of those arguments in tlnis response. 

For at least the foregoing reasons and the reasons set forth in Applicant's response of 
Aptti ^"^ "iM"' u is respi^oifully submitted thai claims 1 ?8 3' '^2 and 7(K»o c!ii.tMit;uishabie 
tnci u\e applied an Ihc renuuning dependent claims are alicnxabie a: le:ibi b> \irtue k^f their 
dependency on the abovc-idcntificd independent claims. See MPEF § 2143.01 . Moreover, these 
claimsi reeite additional iJiibjeci matter, whicfe is i^ot suggested by the documents taken either 
alone or in coTnMnation. 
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CONCLVSIOM 

In lighl of the amendmenis contained herein, AppUcants siibmit that the appUcation is in 
condition for allowance, for which early action is requested. 

Please charge any fees or overpayments that may be due with this respoTi.se to Deposit 
Account No. 



Respectfolly subnoitted. 



Dated Jammy 1 8, 2008 By: /l^aphacl Freiwirth / 

Raphael I'seiwirth 
Reg. No. 52,^)18 
(858)651-0777 

QIJM COMM Incorporated 
\ltn Patent Department 
^^""^ \ Kit chouse Dri\e 
San Dicgo, Cal ifonna 92 1 2 M 7 1 4 
reiepiione. (858) 658-5787 
V\xcsmtile: (858) 658-2502 



